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Planning Commission Staff Report
Prepared for Presentation 14 May 1979

Applicant: Ivan L. Sundstrom

Request: Approval of a variance of 10 feet to the required 20 feet front
yard set back, reducing the front yard to 10 feet.

Location: Lot #4, Block #49, Ocean View Addition (On the west side
of Spring Street between 15th and 16th).

Comprehensive Plan Designation: LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL

Current Zoning: '"R-2", Two Family Residential.

Analysis: The property owner seeks to build a pole foundation building
on his property. Because of the unusual topography (a steeply
sloping bank) if the house were to be built at street level
with the minimum setbacks, the house would exceed the height
limit for this zone (30 feet). The alternatives appeared to
be: One-redesign the building, Two-ask for a height variance,
or Three-ask for a front yard variance and move the structure
closer to the property line. The least expensive option is
to move the structure closer to the street and this is what

the owner has requested. In addition, moving the structure

further from the ocean should add additional life to the structure.

“GEOLOGICAL HAZARD REPORT has been performed and recommended
the type of design the owner will use. (See letter).

I have received letters from Jon Carnahan and Charles and
Cora McDowell opposing the variance and Herman Ruddell not
opposed. Mr. Donald Knight called me and said he had no
objection. The opposition to this proposal apparently stems

from any building rather than this specific proposal.and a
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general complaint against traffic congestion. The solution
to the prevention of building would have been through purchase

of the property by those opposed to such building. The

question of access from Spring Street is a legal right for

the property abbatting it as in any subdivision. The solution

to the problem of encroachment from traffic on Spring Street
ox property on the east side would be through the construction
of curbs purchased through a local improvement.district where
benefitting property owners would pay the costs.

Recommendation: I recommend that the variance be granted because of the

exceptional conditions due to topography as the variance

is necessary-to preserve the property right of the applicant
who has no control over the topography or the location

of the street. I do not believe that this variance is
materially detrimental to the purposes of this ordinance
nor would it injure adjoining property anymore than a

building which conformed to the zoning ordinance.




D. Jon Carnahan

180 NW Merrill Place
Albany, OR 97321
May 8, 1979

Jan E. Monroe
City Planner
810 SW Alder Street
Newport, OR 97365

Dear Ms. Monroe:

Because I live in Albany, I will be unable to make it to the public
hearing on May 14, 1979, concerning the variance on the front yard set-
back of Lot #4, Block #49, Oceanview Subdivision. I would, however,
like you to know our feeling concerning this variance.

To my knowledge, there have not been any variances approved concerning
setbacks in our immediate area and I do not feel that it would be
appropriate to approve one at this time. The property remaining in
our area is, at best, difficult to build on and I feel that with this
‘approval, it may set a precedence and others would request additional
variances in order to build.

Thank you for your information concerning this matter.

Sincerely,

(husrs——

Carnahan
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Charles & Cora McDowell
1452 Spring;Streetf

~ Newport, Oregon
May 8, 1979

>Planning Commission
City of Newport
Re: Variance to Ivan Sundstrom

Lot7ﬁ§;4. Block No, 49, Oceanview Subdivision
We would like to go on record"opposing granting a variancelbf
ld feetit the required 20 feet front yard-setback:to the Sund-
§trom property.

The parking in this>area is extremely limited and a constant

sourcé of trouble, We have serious traffic congestion in this ;.- =:

area now because of three duplex units below Spring St:eet.
Mahy of their cars must park on Spfing StreetAbecause their_
hill is t6o steep to navigate, |

We need relief from the édngéstion already there, Granting

this variance would only compound.our traffie problems.

Yours truly,

'Charles & Cora McDowell
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